MEMORANDUM FOR: Deputy Director for Operations 


Deputy Director for Administration 
ATTN: Director of Security 

FROM: L , -3 

Office of General Counsel 

SUBJECT: Department of Justice Document Rights - 

Tseherim Soobzokov 


1. The Office of Special Investigations, Criminal 
Division, Department of Justice has requested permission to 
use six documents in the possession of the Agency in the 


prosecution of denaturalization proceedings against one 

Co*pt->*>+6 TJQcmm** fs 

Tseherim Soobzokov. These documents, supplied by Soobzokov 


to DDO staff officers and polygraph reports prepared by the 


Office of Security, are solely within the possession of CIA. 
The circumstances s- wnm o - n i n g the acquisition of this material 
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involve still sensitive operations and the identity of 
personnel who are still under cover. This Office has been 

informed by the DDO that the identification of these individuals 

tty 

as CIA employees could p .a rcona r± y be expected to cause 
widespread damage to other, unrelated operations. Additionally, 
the Office of Security has interposed an objection to the 
declassification and release of the polygraph material '©ft - 
p- nlic - y grniintifi , citing the potential chilling effect such a 
release might have on future sources; and the threat of 
disclosure of polygraph methodology . i-f — tb-e — Prgrm&y — adop t o-d — a - 
-nolirw nf releasing rlptaila-nf p n 1 y g rc-ap-h — i n t e r -v-irew s . 

Because of these concerns, and for the reasons given below, 
it is the opinion of this Office^that CIA not jre rwft — the Use 
'rrf any of the requested documentsat trial ox d i 8W¥ety : 

2. The Office of Special Investigations has requested 
that six Agency documents be made available for its use in 
the Soobzokov denaturalization case. Although OSI would 
like to have the documents made available on an unconditional 


basis, it has agreed to use the documents subject to any 
conditions we must impose in order to protect the Agency's 


interests. This would include using 






versions of the 


documents, using the documents only at discovery, or attempting 
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to introduce the documents with something less than a full 


foundation. However, the sensitivity of the circumstances 
IroilffVroiiiTTg the Agency's acquisition of these documents 
forcloses the possibility publicly admitting - to the 


f iles^ mkin/riX uay 7^ 7 W. 
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existence of these documents in our 

3. OSI has requested permission to use a document 

contained in the DDO files dated December 30, 1942, which 
refers to Soobzokov as Chief of the Field Police. This 
document directly supports several counts in the Government's 
complaint against Soobzokov and is apparently the only 
documentary evidence that Soobzokov was a member of a 
German-controlled police force. The original of this 
document was presented to CIA staff officer C ^ 

by Soobzokov in late 1952, who copied it and returned the 
original to Soobzokov. The copy, with documentation 

the chain of custody from Soobzokov to the present custodian 
is in the DDO files . 

4 . The unique circumstances o u i n m u nr r rr tj Tin acquisition 
of this document preclude its use at trial. DDO files 
indicate that when Soobzokov turned the document over to 

£ y in 19 52^ Soobzokov was not witting of C <3 ' s true 
employment/* Cr 

//T7tF^ 

T3 . ) However, 4 - n - i 't » r file entries 


indicate that Soobzokov was probably made witting of z 
CIA employment and that Soobzokov was definitely made 


a 's 


witting that £ H ' s Deputy, £ 


who 


handled Soobzokov in C J's absence, was a CIA employee. 

Therefore, one must assume that Soobzokov is aware that CIA 

possesses the document. Accordingly any attempt to conceal 

the source of the document from Soobzokov would be futile. 

However, we cannot permit full public disclosure of the 

chain of custody of this document without surfacing lT ^ 

as the original recipient; we cannot identify C -3 as the 

receipient without disclosing his Agency affiliation. We 

have been informed by the DDO that such disclosure could 

have the following effects: f 

1) Admission of CIA presence . C 3, under 
cover c 3;,- would have a serious impact 

on our relatins with the local government, notwith- 
standing the fact that the incident occurred 

olmoof- ^ * 


2) It would imperil our ability to deny that the 
existence of such a presence in other case^' 

3) An association of C S3 with CIA would 

imperil the projects with which he was associated 

/a T dm. LfM'PO 0 

*nt8r in his career. We have been inf o rmed * t ha t 


C, II maintained Q. 


cover 


throughout his career and has retired under that 

(pe tcsA/ /dinnup funf, 

cover. ^Following his assignment in C 3, C S2 
was assigned to a sensitive domestic installation, 
which to date has had no open relationship with 
CIA. Breaking L 3 1 s cover could reasonably 


be expected to jeopardize the cover of this still 
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5. These circumstances place CIA in a ^ory vulnerable 
position if the document is used at trial. If the document 
is proferred under a cloud of secrecy, Soobzokov may very 
well seize the opportunity to blackmail the Government, 
using the information he knows about C 2 , C 3 and the 
r 3 operations; or in the alternative, Soobzokov 

may retaliate by actually disclosing the information he 
possesses. Accordingly, the only p* p -e do-M : course of action 
would be to avoid using the document in any manner, thus 
avoiding the problem of disclosure on the part of the 
Government, and the threat of blackmail or retaliation on 
the part of Soobzokov.* 


* Soobzokov does not seem presently disposed to attempt any 
blackmail or graymail against the Agency. Apparently, he 
believes that CIA will maintain the confidentiality of -h4r 

/r qkp a/;*** XV 

nmnn " L ^ — nnH ni^innifin n f d n r n m p o t-s and is willmg y to 
keep his knowledge of confidential information out of the 
public domain . 


SECRET 


Document 2 


«0»isrr 








6. This document, which refers to Soobzokov as a military 

commander, was delivered to C J at the same time as 

Document 1. The same reasons which precluse the use of that 

document apply to document 2. 

Document 3 

7. This document dated March 9, 1953 is a report of a 
polygraph interview conducted by the Office of Security 
overseas. The report documents statements made by Soobzokov 
that support the Government's contention that he was a 
member of the German SS. Because the interview was conducted 
overseas, and in conjunction with Soobzokov' s use in operational 
activities, CIA cannot permit a full a piwi foundation to be 

laid for this document. Also, because the full text of the 
document would reveal the identities of intelligence sources 

and reveal the methodology used in conducting the polygraph 

S4j7>r>io&cpQ>J 

interview, we cannot permit the of an unredacted 

version of the report. OSI has agreed in principle to use 
the material in redacted form and to attempt to introduce 
the document with a less than full foundation. Based on our 
earlier discussions with the Office of Security, it would 
appear possible to release the polygraph report in the 
following form and subject to the following conditions: 

a) that this document be used in redacted form only; 


b) that it be identified as a report made 

subseu^ent to an interview with a Security Officer; 


c) that no referable be made to the use of the 


0 rt# 

the interview; 


polygraph , the location and circumstances 


d) and that the Government would interpose a claim 
of states secrets privilege for all information 
withheld and sought to be disclosed by the 
Defendant . 

8. Had the DDO not interposed its concern over the disclosure 
of identifies of personnnel who dealt with Soobzokov, this proposal 


11 


might have merit. However, this partial opening of the door 
is not consistent with the position that the Agency must 
take with respect to the DDO material. If we must absolutely 
refuse to permit the use of material directly connected with 


and C 


jj, we must interpose the same objection to 


the use of material that is indirectly connected with them. 

dust as our attempts to conceal the source of documents 1 

and 2 may trigger action on Soobzokov’s part, the use of 

these statements may very well result in the same reaction. 

Accordingly, we must r efine to permit W<eiruse/in any iriannar 

of Document 3 at trial. 

Document 4 

9. This document dated 23 February 1956 is an interrogation 

Dpo . 

report prepared by a third ^staff officer, X 

, following an interview in the United States. At the 
time of the interview Soobzokov was not engaged in any 
activity for CIA. Although the file does not indicate 
whether C met Soobzokov in the name or in alias, it 

appears likely that £ J used some form of military cover. 

£ resigned from the Agency in 1962 and his present 

whereabouts are unknown. The only other individual who 
dealt with Soobzokov at this time^did so in alias and under 
military cover. Taken aliorc , this document could be used at 
trial, albeit in redacted form, and without the full foundation 
normally required for admission of documents. The document 
/tfould be used in sanitized form, identified as a report 
received in the course of an interview conducted within the 
United States. However, the name of the individual who 
wrote the document would not be identified, and authenticity 
would be based solely on the statements of the DDO custodian 
of records that the document was maintained in the normal 

course of Agency business. 

Document 5 

10. This document, dated October 1958 by Soobzokov, was 
prepared by Soobzokov in an attempt to clear "CTft y-UTWT g . /The 
discrepancies in his biography that had appeared t h r o u g 


t the time he wrote this biography, Soobzokov had been 
dismissed as a contract employee. Soobzokov apparently knew 
he was dealing with CIA at the time, although he was contacted 


SEC BET 


by one officer in alias, under military cover, and a second 
officer with uncertain status. This document contains 
personal information only and, taken on its own, it is 
releasable in full text in the CyflUhc original and English 

translation. H o -w- eve -r , the full circumstances summoning the 

_ A/oT" 

of the document ‘ernri-d — o«-t used-for foundation. The DDO 

has indicated that it would have no objection to statements 
to the effect that the bi&graphy was received from Soobzokov 
by CIA in the United States, and would attest that it had 
been maintained within DDO files since its receipt. However, 
the DDO is not prepared to permit the release of the name of 
the recipient or of the details summoning the receipt. 

11. This document as the others cannot be treated in isolation, 
and poses the same potential for disclosure. If CIA releases this 
document, Soobzokov may be moved to disclose the identities 

of individuals and details of operations he was made privy 
to . 

Document 6 

12. This is the report of the final polygraph interview 
with Soobzokov in 1959. It, unlike the 1953 interview, was 
conducted within the United States, However, it also cannot 
be released in full text, and also contains information 
which culd discLose polygraph methodology. Although in an 
isolated this document could be released subject to the 
conditions discussed^above , our previously stated concern 
over the release of any CIA information applies and we 
advise against release. 

13. In summary, the continued sensitivity of the identity 

j4**> 

of ja-e individuals, and the potential for blackmail or retaliatory 
disclosure dictates against the release of any CIA documents. 

This concern applies diretly to documents 1 and 2 which are 
were received by the individual whose identity we must still 
protect. This concern appies c*)Trt less emphasis to Document 
3. The remaining documents, which could be released in part 
in isolated cases, also bear the seeds of danger and therefore 

SECRET 


should also be withheld. 


